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FIK.ST SESSION.

Senate.Monday, January 3U, IH&I.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN' AKKA IKS.

The PRESIDENT pro tempor* appointed Mr.
Brown a member otitic Committee uu Iuditin Af¬
fairs, ta tlte pUcc of Mr. Adams, who, at his uwii

request, was excused from further service.
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid belbre the
Senate a report of the Secretary of War, commu¬

nicating. in compliance with a resolution of the
Senate, information in relation to the wreck of the
steamer San Francisco; which was ordered to lie
on the table, and be printed.

Also, a communication from the Treasury De¬
partment, transmitting copies of such accounts a»

have been rendered by persons intrusted with the
disbursement of money, \-c., for the lienefit of the
Indians, from July I, 1851, to June .'W, Js.VJ, inclu¬
sive; together with a lii»t of the names of all per¬
sons to whom money and goods have been deliv¬
ered wilhiu the Mime period, See., in obedience In

an act passed June 30. l'sIM, entitled " An act for
I he organization of the Department of Indiau Af¬
fairs;" which was referred to the Committee ou

Indian Adairs, and ordered to be priuled.
The PRESIDENT pn tempore presented a re¬

port of the proceedings of a meeting of citizcns
of New York, held at the Tabernadc in Broad¬
way, in favor of the adoption of measures to se¬

cure to American citizens abroad the rights of
religious worship; which was referred to the Com¬
mittee on Foreign Relations.

MISSOURI COMPROMISE.
Mr. ALLEN presented resolutions of the Leg¬

islature ot Rhode Island, recommending the sen¬

ators and representatives of that State iu Con¬
gress to preveut the passage of any law tending to

disturb the provisions of the act of March fl. lS'iO,
commonly called the ''Missouri compromise act,"
in regard to slavery; which were laid on the table,
uud ordered to be printed.

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE RAILROAD.
Mr. BRIGHT presented the petition of George

W. \erby, Horace M. Dewey,and others, in favor
ot' the construction of a passenger railway from
Georgetown. District of Columbia, through Penn¬
sylvania avenue, to the navy yard; which was re¬

ferred to the Committee ou the District of Colum¬
bia.

Also, a petition of John C. RivA, W'.W. Seaton,
R.W. Latham, and others, cinzeusof Washington,
praying that George W. Verby and others may be
authorized to construct a railroad from George¬
town, District of Columbia, along Pennsylvania
avenue, to the navy yard, Washington; whiuh
was referred to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

HAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA.
Mr. GW1N submitted the following resolution;

winch was considered by unanimous consent, and
agreed to:

Rettivl, That the Committee ou Commerce be Instructed
t» inquire into the expediency of making San Pedro, in the
t? tat« of California, a port of eutry.

Dl'BCyUE, IOWA.

Mr. JONES, of Iowa, submitted the following
resolution; which was considered by uuaniiuous
consent, and agreed to:

Jb*Jcfd, That the Committee on Commerce lie In
Mracted lo Inquire iuto the expediency of establishing «

port of delivery at Dubuque, Iowa.

KEV. MR. KINO.

Mr. CASS submitted the following resolution
which was considered by unanimous consent, and
agreed to:

fierrived. That the President be requented to transmit to
the Senate. If pot incompatible with the public interest,
copies of the comasuntcaUon* from Mr. Marsh, the Ameri
emu minister at Constantinople, in relation to the case of
the ltov. Mr. King.

NOTICE OP A BILL.

Mr. PRATT gave notice of bis Intention to ask
ltNive to introduce a bill to incorporate the National
Hotel Company, of Washington city.

NEBRASKA TERRITORY.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole,
proceeded lo the consideration of the bill to or¬

ganize the Territory of Nebraska.
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, when I pro¬

posed-on Tuesday lav, that the Senate should
procced to the consideration of the bill to organ¬
ize Ikit' Territories of Nebraska and Kansas, it
was my purpose only to occupy ten or fifteen
minutes in explanation of its provisions. I de-
aired to refer to two points; first as to those pro¬
visions relating to the Indians, and second to
those which might be supposed to bear upon the
question of slavery.
The Committee, in drafting the bill, had in view

the great anxiety which had been expressed by
.onie members of the Senate to protect the rights
of the Indians, and to preveut infringement upon
them. By the provisions of the bill, I think we
have so clt'urly succeeded, in that respect, as to
obviate all possible objection upon that scone.
The bill -itself provides that it shall not oper¬
ate upon any of the rights of the lands of the
Indians, nor shall they be included within the
limits of those territories, until they shall by
treaty with the United States expressly consent
to come under the operations of the act, and be
incorporated within the limits of the territories.
This provision certainly is broad enough, clear
enough, explicit enough, to protect all the rights
of the Indians as to their persons and their proper¬
ty.

ITpon the other point, that pertaining to the ques¬
tion slavery in the territories, it was the intention
ofthe committee to lie equally explicit. We took
the principles established by the compromise acts
of IBM as our guide, and intended to make each
and every provision of the bill accord with those
principles. Those measures established and rest

upon the great principles of self-government, that
the people should be allowed to decide the ques¬
tions of their domestic institutions for themselves,
subject only to such limitations and restrictions as

are imposed by the Constitution of the United
States, instead of having them determined by an

arbitrary or geographical line.
The original bill, reported by the committee as a

substitute tor the bill introduced by the senator
from Iowa, J Mr. IXiihjkJ was believed to have
accomplished this object. The amendment which
was subsequently reported by us was only de¬
signed to render that clear and specific, which
»eeuted. hi the minds of some, to rdmit of doubt
and misconstruction. In some parts of the coun¬

try the original substitute was deemed and con-
ftrucd to be an unniillment or a repeal of what has
been known as tbe Missouri compromise, while
in other parts it wg» otherwise construed. As
the object of the committee was to conform to the
isrinciples established by the compromise meas-

's,j0> to carry those principle* into
«He«-t iu the territories, we thought it was better
to recite iu the bill precisety what we understood
to have be*« accomplished !,y those measures, viz .

that the Missouri compromise, having been super
wulcd by the legislation of IS.'*), has become impe¬
rative; and hence we propose to leave the ques¬
tion to the people of the Stiit** the territories
subject only to the limitations and provisions ot'
the Constitution.

Sir, this is all that I intended to say, if the uuns
lion had been taken u» for consideration on Tues-
dwy last; but since that /irne occurrences have
iranspired which compel me to go more fully into
the discussion. It will be boriui lu uund that ihe
senator from Ohio [Mr. Chase] then Uttteirii pi
the consideration of the Nil, and asked for its posd-
iioneuient until this day, on the ground that there
bad not been time to understand and consider
its provisions; and the senator from Massachu¬
setts [Mr. Si'mni;* j suggested that the postpone¬
ment should I* for owe week for that purpose.
These suggestions »eMU)ina to be reasonable to
(teniitors around me, I y.wl.led pn their request,
and eoiiseuted lothc postponement of/Jie bill until
(his day.

Sir. little did I suppose, at the time that I granted
thai act of courtesy; lo those two senators, that
they had drafted and published to the world a doc¬
ument, over their own signatures, In which they
arraigned me as having been guilty of a ^riMlpal
betrayal of my trust, as havjag been guilty of an

*ct of bad faith and beeu engaged in an atrocious
pic t against the cause of free gov*r/UD*0t. Little
did . suppose that those two senators bad been
guilty 01 'such conduct, when they called upon me
to grant tha* courtesy, togite them an opportunity
of investigating the substitute reported from the
committee. I ha»'.e since discovered that 00 ituU
very morning the Rational Era, the abolilfori
organ in this city, conuincd an addreaa, aigned by
whLT.i confe'1«'.<*»> lo tb* people, in

?h~ ' <¦" ugroM,y """'prevmed. in which
the action of the members of the committee is
grossly falsified, which our motive, are a"
raigned and our characters calumniated. And
.ir what is more, 1 find that there was . ,K«tscnut'added to the address, published that very mornma
in which the principal amendment reported bv the'
committee w.a set out, and then co^sc ep .he

*

applied to me by name. 8»r. b-d I known t£21
i"'i .Vi Kr"nied that act of IndulgenceI should have responded to the request of those
senators in such terms as their conduct deserved
*o lur as the rules of the Senate and a respect for

my own chars filer would have permitted me to
Jo. In order to »how the character ol this docu¬
ment, of which I shall have much to say in the
course ol my argumeut, I will read certs in pas¬
sages
"We arraign this I4M u* a «n>»» violation of * *»"ed

pi,-,1m-; a* a criminal betrayal of precious Hghtrt; as pari
and parcel of an itivriuu* pint to ni'lwl" * *¦*' uu"

occupied reglou emigrant* front the Uld ^ orlil, and fr»e
laborers from our own State*, aud convert it into a dreary
region of despotism. inhabited by master* tu»d slaves.

A SENATOR : By whom is the address signed ?
Mr. DOUGLAS: It is signed .' S. P. Chase,

senator from Ohio, Charles Suiuuer, aenator tram
Massachusetts. J. H. Gidding* and Edward W ade,
rep'reseutulives from Ohio, Gerrit Sniuh, repre¬
sentative from New York, Alexander De Witt,
representative from Massachusettsincluding,
hs I understand, all the abolition parly in^Congress.Then,speakingof the Committee ou Territories,
these confederates use this language:
'.The urtUHCt*, therefore, that the territory, .wvensl by

the positive prohibition or WJU, sustain* a similar retatiou
to slavery with that acquired from Mexico, covered by no

prohibition except that of disputed constitutional or Mexi¬
can law, aud that the compromises of 1S.S) require tne in¬
corporation of the pro-slavery clauses of the tub and New
Mexico bill in the Nebraska act, are mere iitrr-ntumt, tie
tiynnl to cuter «J< /row public uprthttuioH mahUOtd ImU
faith." ,

n" Mere inveulious to cover up l»ad faith.
Again:

" Servile demagogues may tell you that the Luiou cau
be maintained only by submitting to the demands of
slavery."
Then there is a postscript added, equally offen¬

sive to myself, in which I am mentioned by name.

The address goes ou to make an appeul to the le¬
gislatures of the different States, to public meet¬
ings, and to ministers of the Gospel in their pul¬
pits, to interpose aud arrest the vile conduct which
is about lo be consummated by the senators who
are thus denounced. Thai address, ftir, bears
date Sunday, January '-"i, 1*54. Thus it appears
that, on the holy Sabbath, while other senators
were engaged iu attending divine worship, these
abolition confederates were assembled in secret
conclave, plotting by, what means they should de¬
ceive the people of the liiited Stales, arid pros¬
trate the character of brother senators, i his was

done on the Sabbath day, aud by a set ol politi¬
cians, to advance their oVu political and ambitious
purposes, in the name of our holy religion.
But this is not nil. It was understood Iroui the

newspapers that resolutions were pending before
the legislature of Ohio proposing to express their
opinions upon this subject. It was necessary lor
these confederates to get up some exposition ol

the uueslioil by which they might facilitate the
passage of the resolution through that legislature.
Hence you tind that, ou the same morning that this
document appears over the names of these con¬

federates iu the abolition orgau ol this city, the
same document appears in the New \ork papers
.certainly ill the Tribune, Tunes, and Evening

in which it is stated, by authority, that it is

"signed by the seuators aud a majority ol ihe rep¬
resentatives from the State of Ohio1'. a statement
which I have every reason lo believe was utterly
false, and known to be so at the time that these
confederates appended il lo the address. It was
necessary, in order to carry out this work of de¬
ception, and |0 hasten the action ol the Ohio legis¬
lature, under a misapprehension, to state that u
was signed, not ouly by the abolition confederates,
but by the whole whig representation, and a por-
liou of the democratic representation in the oilier
House from the Stale of Ohio.
Mr. CHASE. Mr. President
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, 1 do not yield

the floor. A senator who has violated all the rules
ofcourtesy and propriety, who showed a conscious¬
ness of the character of the act lie was doing
by concealing from me all knowledge of the tai l
who came to me with a smiling lac.e, and the ap-
pea ranee ol friendship, even alter that document
had been uttered.who could gel up iu the Sen¬
ate and appeal to my courtesy in order to get time
lo give tlie document a wider circulation before
its infamy could be exposed; such a senator has
no light to my rourlesy upon this floor
Mr CHASE. Mr. President, the senator mis¬

states the facts
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I decline lo

yield the floor.
Mr. CHASE. And I shall make my denial per¬

tinent when the time conies.
The PRESIDENT. Order.
Mr. DOUGLAS. Sir, il the senator does in¬

terpose. in violation of the rules of the Senate, a

denial of the fact, it may be that L shall be able lo
nail that denial, as I shall the statements here
which are over his own signature, as a base lalse-
hood, and prove it by the solemn legislate of th»
country. .

Mr CHASE. I call the Senator to order.
The PRESIDENT. The Senatof from Illinois

is certainly out of order. -

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then I will only say that 1
shall confine myself to this document, and prove
Us statements lo be false by the legislation of the
country. Certainly that is in order.

Mr. CHASE. You cannot do it.
Mr. DOUGLAS. The argument of this mani¬

festo is predicated upon the assumption that the
policy of the fathers of the republic was to pro¬
hibit slavery in all the territory ceded by the old
Slates to the Union, and made L nited States terri¬
tory, for the purpose of beiug organized into new

Stales. I lake issue .upon that statement. Such
was not the practice in the early history of the
government. It is true that in the territory north¬
west of the Ohio river slavery was prohibited by
the ordinance of 17&7; but it is also true that in

the territory south of the Ohio river, to wit, the
territory ofTennessee, slavery was permitted and
protected; audit is also true that in the organi¬
zation of the territory of Mississippi, in 1798, the
provisions of the ordinance of 17b7 were applied
to it, wiih the exception of the sixth article, which
prohibited slavery. Then, sir, you find upon the
statute-books under Washington and the early
Presidents, provisions of law showing that in the
southwestern territories the right to hold slaves
was clearly implied or recognised, while in the
northwest territories it was prohibited. The only
conclusion that can be fairly aud honestly drawn
from that legislation is, that it was the policy of
the fathers of the republic to prescribe a line ol
demarkation between free territories and slave-
holding territories by a natural or a geographical
line, being sure to make that line correspond, as

near as might be, to the laws of climate, of pro¬
duction, and probably of all those other causes
that would control the institution and make il
either desirable or undesirable to the people inhab¬
iting the respective territories.

Sir, I wish you to bear iu iiiiud. too, that this
geographical lino, established by the founders of
the republic between free territories and slave
territories, extended, as far westward as our ler
ritory then reached ; the object being to avoid all
agitation upon the slavery question by settling that
question forever, as far as our territory extended,
which was then to the Mississippi river.
When, in lt>03, we acquired from France the

territory known as Louis/ana, it l^ame necessary
to legislate for the protection of t||e inhabitants
residing therein. It will be seen, by looking ipto
the bill establishing the territorial government in
lSUf> Ipr the territory of New Orleans, embracing
the same country now known as the State of
Louisiana, that ti<e ordinance of 1767 was ex¬

pressly extended to that territory, excepting llie
sixth section, which prohibited slavery- Then
that act implied that the territory of New Orleans
was to bo a slavcholding territory by making that
exception iu the law. But, sir. when they came
to form what was then called the territory ol Loui-

subsequently known as the territory of
worth of the thirty-third parallel, they

used different language. They' did not extend the
ordinance of 1737 io it at iilj. Tlicy first provided
that il should be governed by laws fnade by the
governor aud ihe judges, and, when iu 1&12 Con¬
gress gave to that territory, under the name ol the
territory of Missouri, n territorial government, the
peuple we^e ailpjfpd fo do as they pleased uponIhe subject of slavery, siibj^i'j only to the limita¬
tions ol the Constitution of ihp L'niJejl Stales.
Now what ia the inference from that legislation '

That slavery wa», l<y iinul|f:»tion, recognised south
of the thirty-third parallel ; mid north of that the
|ieople were lell lo exercise their own judgmentaud do as they pleased u|>oii ihe subject, without
W implication for or against the existence ol theinstitu^#.
Thiscontinuej i-; b« the condition of the country

in the Missouri Territory Uu {.o J %520, when ihe
celebrated act which is now called tn«J Missouri
compromise act was passed. Slavery did iiot ex-ist,c(T f>or was it excluded from the country
now known fS ^fgbraska. There was no code of
laws upon the sub^ slavery either way:
First, for the reason that slavey hp-l never been

injto Louisiana, and estaldisfced by
postfivp bad grown op there by hJeit a common Iw, Iff" SUJ,ported and pr..
tested When » rppi/non law gro^s up, when an

...Miote tmome* established Iinder o a, itinstil.. . - acf/jallvgofin, ajjd nocarries it so la. enlurther. If it had been .
. f|?r pn"actment, it might have carried il . Ulilical jurisdiction extended; but, be that ...

may, by the act of 1812, creating the Territory ol
Missouri, thalaterritory was allowed lo legislate
upon ihe subject of slavery as it saw proper, sub¬
ject only to the limitations which I have slated ;and the country not inhabited or thVown open to
settlement was set apart as Indian country,andrendered subject to Indian laws. Heuce, the lo¬
cal legislation of the State of Missouri did not
reach into that Indian country, but was excluded
from it by the Indian code and Indian laws. The

iniiiiifipal regulations of Missouri could not gothere uutil the Indian title had been extinguished,and the country thrown open to settlement. Such
being the cane, the only legislation in existence in
Ncbrasku Territory at the time that the Missouri
act passed, namely, the 6th ol' March, Ib'JO, was
a provision, iu eHect, that the people should be
allowed to do as they pleasud upon the subject of
slavery.
The Territory of Missouri having been lefl iu

that legal condition, positive opposition was made
to the bill to organise a State government, with a
view to i,ts admission into the Union; and a sena¬
tor from my State, Mr. Jesse B. Thomas, intro¬
duced an amendment, known as the eighth section
of the bill, in which it was provided that slaveryshould be prohibited, uorth of .'Ki° W north lati¬
tude, in all that country which we had acquired
from France. What was the object of the enact¬
ment of that eighth section i Was it not to goback tothe original policy of prescribing boundaries
to the limitation of free institutions, and of slave
institutions, by a geographical line, in order to
avoid all controversy iu Congress u|hmi the sub¬
ject ' Hence they extended that geographical
line through all the territory purchused from
France, which was as far as our possessions then
reached. It was not simply to settle the question
on that piece of country, but it was to carry out
a great principle, by exteuding that dividing line
as far west us our territory went, and running it
onwurd on each new acquisition of territory.
True, the express enuctmentof the eighth section
of the Missouri uc|, now cullcd the Missouri com¬

promise act, only covered the territory acquired
from France; but the principles of the act, the
objects of its adoption, the reasons iu its sup|»ort,
required that it should l.e extended indefinitely
westward, so far as our territory might go, when¬
ever new purchases should be made.
Thus stood the question up to lS4.r>, when the

joint resolution lor the anexation of Texas passed.
There was inserted iu that a provision, suggested
in the tirst instance and brought before the House
of Representatives by myself, extending the Mis¬
souri compromise line indefinitely westward
through the territory ol' Texas. Why did 1 bring
tbrward that proposition? Why did the Congress
of the United States adopt it # Not because it
was ofthe least practical importance, so far as the
question of slavery within the limits of Texas
was concerned; for no inuu ever dreamed that it
had any practical effect there. Then why was it
brought forward ? It was for the purpose of pre¬
serving the principle, iu order that it might be
extended still further westward, even to the Pa-
oifle ocean, whenever we should acquire the
country that far. I will here read that clause iu
the joint resolution for the annexation of Texas.
It is the third article, second section, und is in
these words:

'* New State*, of convenient size, not exceeding four iu
uumber, iu addition to said State of Texas, having sufficient
population, may hereafter, by the consent or said State, be
formed out of the territory thereof, which shall be entitled
to admlnxloo under the provislou* of the federal Constitu¬
tion. And such States as may be formed out of that por¬
tion of said territory lyiuK south of degrees 30 minutes
north latitude, commonly knowu as the Missouri com¬
promise line, shall be admitted into the Union, with or
without slavery, as the people of each State usking admis¬
sion may desire. And iu such State or States as shall he
foruitsl out of said territory north of said Missouri com¬
promise line, slavery or involnutary servitude (except for
crime) Uiall ho prohibited."

It will be seen that that contains a very re¬
markable provision, which is, that when States
lying north of 3fi° 30' apply for admission, slavery
shall be prohibited iu their constitutions. 1 pre¬
sume no one pretends that Congress could have
power thus to fetter ar State applying for admis¬
sion into this Uuion; but it was necessary to pre¬
serve tile principle of the Missouri compromise
line, in order that it might afterwards be extended,
and it was supposed that while Congress had no

power to impose any such limitation, yet, us
that was a compact with the State of Texas,
that Stale could cousent for herself that, when
any portion of her own territory, subject to her
own jurisdiction and control, applied for a con¬
stitution, it should be in a particular form; but
that provision would not be binding ou the new
State one day after it was admitted into the
Union. The other provision was that such States
as should lie south of 30' should come into
the Union with or without slavery as each
should decide in its constitution. Then, by that
act, the Missouri compromise was extended in¬
definitely westward, so far as the Slate of Texas
weut, that is, to the Rio del Norte; tor our Govern¬
ment at the time recognised the Rio del Norte as
its boundary. We recognised, in many ways,
and among them by even paying Texas lor it, in
order that it might be included in and form a por¬
tion of the Territory of New Mexico.
Then, sir, in 1848, we acquired from Mexico

the country between the Rio Del Norte and the
Pacific ocean. Immediately after that acquisition,
the Senate, ou my own motion, voted into a bill a

provision to extend the Missouri compromise in¬
definitely westwnrd to the Pacific occhii, in the
same sense and with the same understanding
with which it was originally adopted. That pro¬
vision passed this body by a decided majority, I
think by ten at least, and went to the House of
Representatives, and was defeated there by north¬
ern voles.

Now, sir, let us pause and consider for a mo¬
ment. The tirst time that the principles of the
Missouri compromise were ever abandoned, the
first time they were ever rejected by Congress,
was by the defeat of that provision iu the House
of Keprcseututives in 1848. Hy whom was that
defeat effected ? By northern voles with frecsoil
proclivities. It was the defeat of that Missouri
compromise that reopened the slavery agitation
with all its fury. It was the-defeat of that
Missouri compromise that created the tremendous
struggle of I>s50. It was the defeat of that Mis¬
souri compromise that created the necessity for
making a new compromise in L850. Had we been
faithful to the principles of the Missouri compro¬
mise in 1848, this question would not have arisen.
Who was it that was faithless? I undertake to
say it was the very men who now insist that the
Missouri compromise was a solemn compact
and should never be violated or departed from.
Every man who is now assailing the prin¬
ciple of the bill under consideration, so far as 1
am advised, was opposed to the Missouri compro¬
mise in 1848. The very men who now arraign
me for a departure from the Missouri compromise
are the men who successfully violated it, repudi¬
ated it, and caused it to be superseded by the com¬
promise measures of 1850. Sir. it is with rather
bad graue that the men who proved false them¬
selves should charge upon me and others, who
were ever faithful, the responsibilities and conse¬
quences of their own treachery.
Then, sir, as I before remarked, the defeat of

the Missouri compromise in 184S having created
the necessity for the establishment of a new one
in 1 MfiO, let us see what that compromise was.
The leading feature ol the compromise of IS'iO

was congressional non-intervention as to slavery
iu the Territories; that the |>eoplc of the Territo¬
ries, and of all the States, were to l>c allowed to
do as they pleased upon the subject of slavery,
subject only to the provisions of the Constitution
of the United States.

That, sir, was the leading feature of the compro¬
mise measures of 18f>0. Those measures, there¬
fore, abandoned the idea of a geographical liue as
the boundary between free Slates and slave States;
abandoned it because compelled to do it from an
inability 10 maintain it; and in |i«uoft)iat, substi¬
tuted a great principle of self-government, which
would ullow the peoplw to do as they thought pro¬
per. Now the question is, when that new com¬
promise, resting upon that greut fundamental
principle of freedom, was established, was it not
an abandonment of the old one.the geographicalline ? Was it not a superscdiire Of the old one
within the very language of the substitute for the
bill which is now undej consideration? I say it
did supersede it, because it applied its provisions
as well to the north as to the south of 30° 30'. It
established a principle wliioh was equally applica¬
ble to the couniry north as well as south of the
parallel of 30° 30'.a principle of universal appli¬
cation. The authors of tjiia abolition manifesto
attempted fo refute 4bis presumption, and main¬
tain I fiat tfie compromise of J850uid not supersede
that of IM0, by quoting fhe woviso to I he first
sectionof the act to establish IlieTevap (solidary,and establish the Territory of New Mesicn. That
proviso was added, by way of amendmeiit, oil mo¬
tion of Mason, of Virginia.

1 repeat, that in order to rebut the presumption,
as I before stated, that the Missouri compromise
was and superseded by the principlesof the compromise pf J W0, these confederates
cite the following amendments, oiJs'.ed lo the bill
to establish the boundary ot Texas and create the
Territory of New Mexico in I S.j0.

" That nothing herein contained >hsli be con-
Impair orcuiOlfv anything contained in the thirdarticle of th* MeotiA »erlj,,n of thw jplllt fe*olUtion fof an¬nexing Texas to the UfaiUd SUtea, approved Wawh T, lMft,either as regaM* Uni number of States that may bereafUrout of the Plata* nf fexas or <5tin,rwise."
AM tijis proviso, they make the M-lowing "lUicnienl, and attempt to gain credit forAt IfPffr by suppressing /nairj-ial laefs vv|in-|i ap-" "oo* In* frrp nl j/ie s$me statute, ai»d, if

produced «li»p«>vp liic state¬
ment :

..1!.' hitha verythat »'4hmu ktrti* cmt,,h.U b* c.m*trJd U. imp.."ft J. *;ro,J'MtWv,, °r slavery north of thirty .Ix
.

T ni'"ut*"; *n*' the rare of thl. decla¬ration, that sacred pmhilsUon i« *»kl to he overthrownCan presumption further gt>P
I will now proceed to show that presumption

could uot go further than is exhibited in this de¬
claration.
They suppress the following material I'uets.

whichf if produced, would have disproved their
statement. They lirst suppress the fact that the
same section ol'the act cuts oil' l'roin Texas, and
cedes to th« United Stales, all that part of Texas
which lies north of 30° 3t)'. They then suppressthe further fact that the sume section of the law
cuts olffrom Texas a large tract of country oil the
west, more thau three degrees of longitude, and
added it to the territory of the United States. Theythen suppress the further fact that this territorythus cut olffrom Texas, aud to which the Missouri
compromise line did apply, was incorporatedinto the territory of New Mexico. And then what
was done ? It was incorporated into that terri¬
tory with this cluuse:
"That, wtieu admitted as s State, thu said territory, or

aujr portion of the same , shall be received into the Union
with or without slavery, as their constitution may pre¬scribe at tho time of Its adoption."

Yes, sir, the very bill and section from which
they quote, cuts olf all that part of Texas which
was to be free by the Missouri compromise, to¬
gether with some oil the south side of the line; in¬
corporates it into the territory ofNew Mexico; and
theusays that the territory, and every portion of
the same, shall come into the Union with or with¬
out slavery, ns it sees proper.What else docs it do ? The sixth section of the
same act provides that the legislative power and
authority of this saiil Territory of New Mexico
shall extend to alWrighlful subjects of legislation
consistent with the Constitution of the United
States and the provisions of the act, not exceptingslavery. Thus the New Mexican bill, Irom which
they make that quotation, contained the provisiontliut New Mexico, including that purl of Texas
which was cut off, should couie into the Union
with or without slavery, as it saw proper; and iu
the mean time that the territorial legislature shouldhave all the authority bver the subject of slaverythat they had over any other subject, restricted
only by the limitation of the Constitution of the
Unitted States and the provisions of the act. Now,
] ask those Seaators, do not those provisions re¬
peal the Missouri compromise, so far as it applied
to that country cut otf from Texus? Do they not
annul it '.' Do they not supersede it? If they do,
then the uddress which has been put forth to the
world by these confederates is an atrocious false¬
hood. If they do not, then what do they mean
when they charge me with having, iu the substi¬
tute lirst reported from the committee, repealed it,
wit'h having auiiulled it, with having violated it,
when I only copied those precise words ? I copiedthe precise words into my bill, as reported from
the committee, which were contained in the New
Mexico bill. They say my bill annuls the Mis¬
souri compromise. If it does, it had already been
done before by the act of 1S50; for these words
were copied from the net of ISfiO.

Mr.' WA L>E. Why did you do it over again ?
Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 will come to that point pre¬

sently. and explain why we did it over again. I
am now dealing with the truth and veracity ofa
combination of men who have assembled iu secret
cuucus upon the Sabbath day to arraign my con¬
duct and belie my character. 1 say, therefore, that
their manifesto is a slander either way ; for it saysthat the Missouri compromise wus not su|>ersededby the measures of 1»50, and then it nays that the
same words in my bill do repeal and annul it.
They must be adjudged guilty of one falsehood iu
order to sustain the other assertion.
Now, sir, 1 propose to go a little further, ami

show what was the real lucauiugofthe amendment
of the senator from Virginia, out of which these
gentlemen have manufactured so much capital iu
the newspaper press, and have succeeded by that
misrepresentation in procuring au expression of
opiniou from the State of Rhode of Island in oppo¬
sition to this lull. 1 will state whut its meaning is.

Did it mean that the States north of 3GU 30'
should have a clause ill their constitutions pro¬
hibiting slavery ? I have shown that it did uot
mean that, l>ecause the same net says that they
might come in with slavery, if they saw proper. 1
say it could not mean that for another reason
The sniue section containing that proviso cut otf
ull that part of Texas north of 30° 30', and hence
there was nothing for it to operate upon. It did
not, therefore, relate to the eouiiiry cut off. What
did it relate to1 Why, it meant simply this : By
the joint resolution of J6df>, Texas was annexed,
with the right to form four additional States out
of her territory ; and such States as were south of
36° 30' were to come in with or without slavery,
as they saw proper ; and in such Slate or States
as were uorth of that line slavery should lie pro¬
hibited. Whaa we had cut off all north of 30° 31)',
aud thus circumscribed the boundary aud dimin¬
ished the territory of Texas, the question arose,
how many States will Texas be euiitled to under
this circumscribed boundary. Certainly not four,
it will be argued. Why ? Because the original
resolution of annexation provided that one of the
States, if not more, should In; north of 30° .'10'. It
would leave it, then, doubtful whether Texas was
entitled to two or three additional States under
the circumscribed boundary.

In order to put that matter to rest, in order to
make a final settlement, ill order to have it expli¬citly understood whut was the meaning of Con¬
gress, the senator from Virginia offered thu amend¬
ment that nothing thereincontuined should impairthat provision, either as to the numberof Stutesor
Otherwise, that is, that Texas should be entitled
to the same numberof States with her reduced
boundaries as she would have been entitled to
under her larger boundaries; and those Slates
shall come iu with or without slavery, being all
south of .Hi degrees 30 minutes, and nothing to
impair that right shall be inferred front the passageof the act. Such, sir. was the meaning of that
proposition. Any other construction of it would
stultify the very character and purpose of its
mover, the senator from Virginia. Such, then, was
not only the intent of the mover, but such is the
legal effect of the law; and I say that no man,
alter reading the other sections of the bill, those to
which I have referred, can doubt that such was
both the intent and the legal effect of that law.
Then I submit to the Senate if I have not con¬

victed this manifesto, issued by the abolition con¬
federates, of being a gross falsification of the laws
of the land, and by that falsification that an erro¬
neous and injurious impression has been created
upou the public mind, I am sorry to be compelled
to indulge iu language of severity; but there is no
other language that is adequate to express the in¬
dignation with which I see this attempt, not only
to mislead the public, but to malign my character
by deliberate falsification of the public statutes
and the public records.

Sir, this misrepresentation and falsification does
not stop here. In order togivegrealer plausibilityto their statement, they go further, and stale that
"it is solemnly declared in the very compromise
acts 'that nol/i injf hernin continual shallhe construed
to impair or qualify the prohibition of slavery north
of 30° 30'; and yet, in tne face of this declaration,
that sacred prohibition is said to be overthrown.
Can presumption go further?"

Iu the very teeth of the statue saying that they
should come in with or without shivery as they
pleased, these men declare that it is stated that it
should be forever prohibited. I repeat to them :
'.Could presumption go further? Not only
presumption in making these statements, but the
presumption that they could avoid the exposure
of their conduct.

In order to give greater plausibility to the falsi¬
fication of tl|e terms of the compromise measures
of lbfrt), the coufedfates also declare in their mani¬
festo that they (the territorial bills for ijie organi¬
zation of Utah am] Mexico) "applied to the
territory acquired from Mexico, and to that only.They were intended as a settlement of the contro¬
versy growing out of that acquisition, and of that
controversy only. They must stand or full by
theirown merits."

I submit to the Senate if there is an intelligent
man in America who does not know that that
declaration is falsified by the statute from which
they quoted. They say that the provisions of
that bill was confined to the territory acquired
from Mexico, when the very section of the law
from which they quoted that proviso did purchase
a part of that very territory from the State of I
Texas. And the ije^t section of l|iu law included
that territory in t||e npw Territory of Mexico. It
topk a small portion *lsq ol the old Louisiana
purchase, and added that to tho new Territory of
Mexico, and luadc up t|je fesf put of the Mexican
acquisitions. Then, sir, your statutes show, when
applied to the map of the country, that the Terri¬
tory of New Mexico was composed of territory
acquired frani Mexico, and also of territory ac¬
quired from Texas, and of territory acquired from
France; and yet in defiance of that statute, and
in falsification of its terms, we are told, in order to
deceive the people, that the bills were confined to
l|ie purchase made from Mexico alone; and in
order to give it greater solemnity, as was neces¬
sary while uttering a falsehood, they repeat if
twice, fearing that it would not l>« believed th»
fjrsj fime. What is more, tho. Territory of tllali
was uot coutinpd to the country acquired from
Mexico. That territory, as ja well known to every
man who understands the geography of the coun¬
try, includes a large tract of rich and fertile coun¬

try, inquired from France jii i&0.1, and to which
>)}«' PIkMj *ff(H>n oj" th^ Missouri ucf applied in
|820. If llif.sj-ponfediTtites do not know to what
country I allude, I only reply that |hey should
have known before they uttered 3 lulsehood, and

a oriijiu to mo-
impu. . what country I allude. ByBut I will tell you . -» acquired Florida
the treaty of 181$, by which Wi « M,«ie* ,and fixed a boundary between the iJniteu
and Mcxico, the boundary was made ol the Ar- J

kan*as river to us source, and then the line rau due
north of the source oftlie Arkansas lo the 4-M par¬
allel, then along mi ilit* 4-d parallel to the Pacific
ocean. Tliut line, due uortli from the head of the
Arkausas, leaves the whole middle part, described
in such glowing terms by Colonel Freemont, to
the east of the hue, and hence a part of the Loui¬
siana purchase. Vet, inasmuch as that middle
part is watered and drained by the waters (lowing
into the Colorado, wheu we formed the territorial
limits of Utah, instead of running that air line, we
ran along the ridge of the mountains, and cut «ff
that part fro<n Nebraska, or from the Louisiana
purchase, und included it withiu the limits of the
territory of Utah.
Why did we do it? Because we sought for a

nutional boundary, and it was more nutural to
take the mountaius us a boundary, than by an air
line to cut the valleys ou one side of the moun¬
tains, and annex them to the country on the other
Aide. And why did we take these natural boun¬
daries, setting at defiuuce the old liouudaries '

The simple reason was that so long as we acted
upon the principle of settling the slave question
by u geographical line, so long we observed those
boundaries strictly and rigidly; but when tliut wns
abandoned, in consequence of the action of frec-
soilers and altolilionists.when it was superseded
by the compromise measures of INfH), which rested
upon a great universal principle.there was no
necessity for keeping iu view the old and unnat¬
ural boundary. For that reason, in making the
new territories, we formed natural boundaries, ir¬
respective of the source whence our title was de¬
rived. lu writing these bills I paid no attention lo
the fact whether the title was acquired from l<ou-
isiiMia, troiu Fruuce, or from Mexico; for what
difference did it make ? The principle which we
had established iu the bill would apply equally
well to cither.

In fixing those boundaries, 1 paid no attention
to the fact whether Vhey included old territory or
not.whether the country was covered by the
Missouri compromise or not. Why ? Because
the principles established in the bills superseded
the Missouri compromise. For that reuson we
disregarded the old boundaries; disregarded the
territory to which it upplied, and disregarded the
source from whence the title was derived. I say,
therefore, that a close examination of this act
clearly establishes the fact that it was the intent,
as well us the legal ellecl of the compromise mea¬
sures ot 1>£)0, to supersede the Missouri compro¬
mise, and all geographical and territorial lines.

Sir, in order to »void any misconstruction, 1 will
state more distinctly what my preeise idea is upon
upon this point. So fur as the Utah and New Mex¬
ico bills included the territory which had been
subject to4he Missouri compromise provision, to
that extent they absolutely annulled tho Missouri
compromise. A* to the unorganized territory not
covered by those bills, it was superseded by the
principles of the compromise of ItffiO. We all
know that the object ofthe compromise measures
of 1850 was to establish certain great principles
which would avoid the slavery agitation in all
time to come. Was it our object simply to pro¬
vide lor a temporary evil ? Was it our object to
heal over an old sore, and leave it to break out
again ? Was it our object to udopt a mere mise¬
rable expedient to apply to that territory, and to
that alone, und leave ourselves entirely at sea.
wilhoiitjcompuss when new territory was acquired
or new territorial organizations were to be made ?
Was that the object for which the'eminent und

venerable senator from Kentucky [Mr. Clay) came
here und sacrificed even his last energies upon the
altar of his country ? Was that the object for
which Webster, Clay, Cass, mid all the patriots of
that day, struggled so long and so strenuously ?
Wns it merely the application of a temporary ex¬
pedient, in agreeing to stand by past and dead le¬
gislation, tliut the Baltimore platform pledged us lo
sustain the compromise of IsOO ? Was it the un¬

derstanding of the whig party, when they adopted
the compromise measures of 1 t»C>0 as an article
of political faith, that they were only ugreeiug
to that which was past, and had no reference to
the future? If tliut was their meaning; if that
was their object, they palmed off un atrocious
fruud upon the American people. Was it the
meaning of the democratic party, when we

pledged ourselves to stand by the compromise of
lWO, that we spoke only of the past, and had no
reference to the future? If so, it was then a
fraud. When wo pledged our President lo stand
by the compromise measures, did we not under¬
stand that we pledged him as to his future action?
Was it as to his past conduct ? If it had been in
relation to past conduct only, the pledge would
have been untrue as to a very large portion of the
democratic party. Men went into tbal conven¬
tion who had been opposed to the compromisejinicasurun.men who abhorred those measures
when they were pending.men who never would
have voted allirmatively on ihcm. But, iuasinuch
as those measures had been passed and the
country had acquiesced in them, audit was impor¬
tant to preserve the principle iu order to avoid agi¬
tation iu the future, these men said, we waive our
past objections, and we will stand by you and with
you in carrying out these principles in the future.
Such 1 understand to be the meaning of the two

great parties at Baltimore. Such 1 understand to
have been the effect of their pledges. If they did
not mean this, they meant merely to adopt resolu¬
tions which were never to be carried out, und
which were designed to mislead and deceive the
people for the mere purpose of carrying an elec¬
tion.

I hold, then, that, as to the territory covered by
the Utah and New Mexico bills, there was an ex¬
press annulment of the Missouri compromise;and as to all the other unorganized territories, it
was superseded by the principles of that legisla¬
tion, and we are bound to upply those principles
to the organization of all new territories, to nil
which wc now own, or which we may hereafter
acquire. If this construction be given, it makes
that compromise a final adjustment. No other
construction can possibly impart finality to it. By
any other construction, the question is to be re¬

opened the moment you ratify u new treaty ac¬
quiring an inch of country from Mexico.v By anyother construction, you reopen the issue eVerytime you make a new territorial government.But, sir, if you treal the compromise measures of
1>>5U in the light of great principles, sufficient tq
remedy temporary evils, at the same time that
they prescribe rules of action applicable every¬where in all time to come, then you avoid the
agitation for ever, if you observe good faith to the
provisions of these enactments, and the principlesestablished by them.
Mr. President, I repeat that, so far as the ques¬tion of slavery is concerned, there is nothing in

the bill tinder consideration which doos not carry
out the principle of the compromise measures of
l».r>0, by leaving the people to do as they please,
subject only to the provisions of the Constitution
of the United Slates. If that principle is wrong,
the bill is wrong. If that principle is right, the bill
is right. It is unnecessary to quibble al»out phra¬
seology or words f it is not the mere words, the
mere phraseology, that our constituents wish to
judge by. They wish to know ihe legal effect of
our legislation.
The legal effect of this bill, if it be passed as re¬

ported by the Committee ot) Territories, is neither
to legislate slavery into these territories nor out
of them, but to leave the people to do as theyplease, under tha provisions and subject to the
limitations ofthe Constitution of the United States.
Why should not this principle prevail? Whyshould nny man, north or south, object to it? I
will esiM-e.ially address the argument to my own
suction of country, and ask why should anynorthern man object to this principle ? If you will
review the history of the slavery question in the
United States, you will see that all the great re¬
sults in behalf of free institutions which have
been worked out, have been accomplished by the
operation of this principle, and by it alone.
When these States were colonics of Great

Britain, every one of ihcm was a slaveholding
province. When the Constitution of the United
States was formed, twelve out ofthe thirteen were
slave-holding States. Since that time six of those
States have become free. How has this been
effected? Was It by virtue of abolition agitationin Congress ? Was it in oltedicnce to the diet
tales of the federal government ? Not ut all; bu-
they have become free States under the silent but
sure and irresistible working of that great princi-ple of*clf-goveftinient which teaches every peopleto dp that which the interests of themselves and
tftpir posterity morally Qnd pecuniarily may re¬
quire.
Under the operation of this principle, New

Hampshire became free, while South Carolina
continued to hold slaves; Connecticut abolished
slavery, while Georgia held on to it; Rhode
Island abandoned the institution, while Marylandpreserved it :7New York, New Jersey, and Penn¬
sylvania uliolished slavery, wlple Virginia. NorthCarolina, and Kentucky retained it. Did they doit at your bidding? Hid they do it at the dicta¬
tion of the federal government ? 1)id l|iey do it
in oln-dience to any of your Wilinot provisos orordinances of"87? Not at all; they did it by vir¬
tue of their rights as freemen under the Consti¬tution of the United Slates, to establish and abol¬
ish such institutions as they thought their own
good required.

f^et mp aik yon, w|iere have you succeeded »n
excluding slavery by an act of Congress from one
inch of the American soil? You may tell me thai
you did it in lf?e Northwest Territory by tlje ordi¬
nance of 17*7. | will show you by the history
of the couulry that you did not accomplish any
such thing. You prohibited slavery there by law,
but you did not exclude it in fact. Illinois wns a

part of the northwest territory. Willi the excep-

lion ofa few French aud white settlements, it was
m vast wilderness, filled with hostile savages, when
the ordinance of 1787 was adopted. Yet, sir,
when Illinois whs organized into a territorial gov¬
ernment, it established aud protected slavery, aud
maintained it in spite ofyour ordinaucc and in
deliuuce of its express prohibition.. It is a curious
fact, that, so long us Congress suid the territory of
Illinois should uot have slavery, she actually had
it; and on the very day when you withdrew your
Congressional prohibition the people of Illinois,
of their own free will aud accord, proved for a

system of emancipation.
Thus you did not succeed in Illinois Territory

with your ordinance or your Wilinot Proviso, be¬
cause the people there regarded it as an iavasiuu
of their rights; they regarded it as an usurpation
on the part of the federal government. They re¬

garded it as violative of the great principles of
self-goveruuient, aud they determined that they
would never submit even to have freedom so long
as you tbrced it upon them.
Nor uiust it be said tlint slavery was abolished

in the constitution of Illiuois in order to be ad¬
mitted into the Union as a State, in compliance
with the ordinance of 17*7; for they did no such
thing. In the constitution with which the people
of Illinois were admitted into the Union, they ab¬
solutely violated, disregarded, and repudiated
your ordinance. The ordinance said that slavery
should l>e Ibrever prohibited in that country. The
constitution with which you receiveit them into
the Union as a Slate suid that all slaves then in
the State should remain slaves for life, nnd that
all persons burn of slave parents after a certain
day should be free at a certain nge, and that all
persons boru in (tie Slate after n certain other day.
should he free from the time of their birth. Thus
their State constitution, us well as their territorial
legislation, repudiated your ordinance. Illinois,
therefore, is u cuse in point to prove that when¬
ever you huve attempted to dictate institutions to
uny part of the United States, you have failed
The same is true, though not to the same extent,
with reference to the Territory of ludianu, where
there were many slaves during the time of its ter¬
ritorial oxistence, and I believe also there were a
tew in the Territory of Ohio.

But, sir, these ubolition confederates, in their
manifesto, have also referred to the wonderful re¬
sults of their policy in the Suite of Iowu and the
Territory of Miunesota. Here, again, they happen
to be in fault as to the luws of the land. The act
lo orgunizc the Territory of Iowa did not prohibit
slavery, but the people of Iowu were allowed to
do as they plwased under the territorial govern¬
ment ; for the' sixth section of thut uct provided
that the legislative authority should extend to all
rightful subjects of legislation except as to the dis¬
position of the public lands, and taxes in certaiu
cases, but not excepting slavery. It may, how¬
ever, be said by some that slavery was prohibited
in Iowa by virtue of that clause in the Iowa act
which declared the laws of Wisconsin to be iu
force therein, inasmuch as the ordinanee of 17S7
was one of the Inws of Wisconsin. If, however,
they say this, they defeat their object, because
the very clause which transfers the laws of Wis¬
consin to Iowa, und makes them of force therein,
also provides that those laws are subject to be
altered, modified, or repealed by the territorial
legislature of Iowa. Iowa, therefore, was left to
do as she pleased. Iowa, when she came to form
a constitution and State government, preparatory
to admission into the Union, considered the sub¬
ject of free and slave institutions calmly, dispas¬
sionately, without any restraint or dictation, und
determined that it would be to the interest of her
people in their climate, and with their productions,
lo prohibit slavery ; and hence Iowa became a free
Slate by virtue of this greut principle of allowing
the people to do as they plcuse, aud not iu obedi¬
ence to any federal command.
The abolitionists are also in the habit of refer¬

ring to Oregon us uuother instance of the triumph
of their nltoliliou policy. There again they have
overlooked or misrepresented the history of the
country. Sir, it iff well known, or if it is not, it
ought to be, that for ubout twelve years you failed
to give Oregon uny government or uny protection;
and during that period the inhabitants of that
country established a government of their own,
aud, by virtue of their own laws, passed by their
own representatives before you extended your
jurisdiction over them, prohibited slavery by u
unanimous vol*. Slavery was prohibited there
by the action of the people themselves, and not by
virtue of any legislation of Congress.

It is true that, in the midst of the tornado which
.wept over the country in 1848, 1849, and lttfH), a

provision was forced into the Oregon bill prohibit¬
ing slavery in that territory; bnt that only goes
to show that the object of those who pressed it
was not so much to establish free institutions us to
gain a political advantage by giving an ascendancy
to their peculiar doctrines in the laws of the land ;
for slavery having been already prohibited there,
and no man proposing to establish it, what was
the necessity for insulting the people of Oregon by
saying in your law that they should not do that
which they hud unanimously said they did not
wish to do ? That was the only effect ofyour le¬
gislation so far as the Territory ofOregon was cou-
aerned.
IIow was it in regard lo California? Every one

of these abolition confederate*, who have thus
arraigned me and the Committee ou Terrilories,
belore the couutry, have misrepresented our
position, and misquoted the law of the fact, pre¬
dicated that unless Congress interposed by law,
and prohibited slavery in California, it would in¬
evitably become a slaveholdiug Slate. Congress
did not interfere; Congress did not prohibit slavery
There was no enactment npon the subject;
but the people formed a State constitution, and
then prohibited slavery.
Mr. WELLER. The vote was unanimous in

the convention of California for prohibition.
Mr DOUGLAS. So it was in regard to Utah

aud New Mexico. In 1850, we who resisted uny
attempt to torce institutions upon the people of
those territories inconsistent with their wishes
and their right to decide for themselves, were de¬
nounced as slavery propagandists. Every one
of us who was in favor of the compromise
measures of 1850 was arraigned for having advo¬
cated a principle proposing to introduce slavery
into those territories, and the people were told,
and made to believe, that, unless we prohibited it by
act of Congress, slavery would necessarily and in¬
evitably be introduced into these territories.

Well, sir, we did establish the territorial gov¬
ernments of Utah and New Mexico without any
prohibition. We give to these als>litionists a full
opportunity of proving whether their predictions
were true or false. Years have rolled round, and
the result is before us. The people there have net

passed any law recognising, or establishing, or

introducing, or protecting slavery in the terri¬
tories.

1 know ofbut one territory of the United States
where slavery does exist, and thut one is where
you have prohibited it by law; and it is this veryNebraska territory. In defiance of the eighth
section of the act of 1820, in defiance of congres¬
sional dictation, there have been, not many, but n
few slaves introduced. I heard a minister of the
Gospel the other day conversing with a member
of the Committee on Territories upon this sub¬
ject. This preachcr was from that country, nnd
u member put this question' to him: "Have you
any negroes out there?" He said there were a
few held by the Indians. I asked him if there
were not some held by white men? He said
there were n few under peculiar circumstances,
and he gave an instance. An abolition mis¬
sionary. a very good man, hud gone there
from lioston, and he 'took his wile with him.
He got out into the couutry but could not get

any help; hence he, being a kind-hearted man,
went down to Missouri and gave $1,000 for a ne¬
gro, und took him up there ns " help." | Laughter.|
So, under peculiar circumstances, when these
frcesoil and abolition preachers and missionaries
go into the country, they can buy a negro for their
own use, but they do not like to allow nny one
else to do (lie same thing. [Renewed laughter.)
I suppose the fact of the matter is simply this:
there the people enn get no servants.no " help,"
as ihcy are called in the section of country where
I was Uor».and from Ihe necessity of the case,
they must do the best they can and for this reason ;
n few slaves have been taken there. I have no
doubt that whether you organize the territory of
Nebraska or not, this will continue for some time
to come. It certainly does exist, and it will in¬
crease as long as the Missouri compromise applies
to the territory ; and I suppose it will continue for
a little while during their territorial condition,
whether a prohibition in imposed or not. But
when settlers rush in.when labor becomes plenty,
and therefore cheap, in that climate, with its pr«v
ductions.it is worse than folly to think of its being
a slaveholding country. I do not believe there is
a man in Congre*" wjlo thinks it could be perma¬
nently a sjavcholding country. I have no idea
that it could. All I have »o say on that subject is,
that, when you create them into a territory, you
thereby acknowledge (hat they ought to be consid¬
ered a distinct political organisation. And when
you give them iu addition n legislature, you there¬
by confess that ihey are competent to exercise the
powers of legislation. If they wish slavery, they
have a right to it. If they d«> not want it, they
will not have it, and you should not force it upoa
l hem.

1 do not like, I never did like, th<> system of
legislation on oiir part, by whieli n geographical
line, iu violation of the lawsof nature, and climate,
and soil, and ofthe laws of liod, should W run to
establish institutions lore people; yet.outofa regard
for the peBce and quiet ofthe country, out of respectfor past pledges, and out of a desire to adhere

faithfully to all compromise, I sustained the Mis-
sour. compromise so loug as it was in force, a..d
advocated its extension to the Pacific ocean.
Now, wheu that has boeu abaudoned, wheu it has
been superseded when a great principle of sell-
government lias bceu substituted for it, 1 choose
to chug to that principle, and abide in good lank,
uot ouly by the letter, but by the spirit of the last
compromise.

Sir, I do uot recognise the right of the aboli¬
tionists ol this country to arraign me for being
false to sacred pledges, as they have done in their
proclamations. Let thein show when and where
1 have ever proposed u> violate a compact. I
have proved that I stood by the compact of 1820
and 1»45, and proposed its continuance and ob¬
servance in 1M8. I hfcve proved thut the free-
soilers and abolitionists were the guilty parlies
who violated that compromise then. I should
like to compare notes with these abolition confed-
urates about adhereuce to compromises. When

I did they stand by or approve of any one that was
I ever made f

Did uot every abolitionist and freesoiler in
America denounce the Missouri compromise in
1820 i Did they not for years hunt dowu raven
ously, tor his blood, every man who assisted iu
making that compromise i Did they not in lS-fTi,

I when iexas was annexed, denounce ail of 11*
who went for the annexation ol Texas, and for the
continuation of the Missouri coiuprowiae line

It rough it. Did they not, iu deuouiice me
us a slavery propagandist lor standing by the prin¬
ciples ol the Missouri compromise, and proposing

I B continue the Missouri compromise line to the
Pacific ocean Did they not themselves violute
and repudiate it then 1 J, not ,|le tharge of baJ
laith true us to every abolitionist in America, in¬
stead ol being true as to me and the committee,
and those who advocate this bill?

I They talk about the bill beiug a violation of the
compromise measures of 1S50. Who can show
me u man in either house of Congress who was
in favor of the compromise measures of 18fi0 and
who is not now in favor of leaving the people ol
Nebraska and Kansas to do as they platee upon
the subject ol slavery, according to the provisionsol my bill.' Is there one ? If »o, I have not
heard of him. This tornado has be«Sn raised by
abolitionists, and abolitionists alone. They have
made an impression upon the public mind, in the
way iu which I have mentioned, by a falsification
of the law apd the ii*ts; aud this whole organiza¬
tion against the compromise measures of 1&50 is
au abolition movement. I presume they had some
hope ol getting a few tender-footed democrats
into their plot; and, acting on what they supposed
they might do, they sent forth publicly to the
world the falsehood that jheir address was signed
by the senators and a majority of the representa¬
tives Irorn the State of Ohio; but when we come
to examine signatures, we find no one whig there,
no ouc democrat there; noue but pure, unmiti¬
gated, unadulterated abolitionists.
Much effect, I know, has been produced by this

circular, coming as it does with the imposing title
ot n representation of a majority oi the Ohio
delegation. What was the reason for its effect ?

I because the manner in which it was sent lorlk
I implied thut all the whig members from that State
had joined in it ; that part of the democrats had
signed it; aud then that the two abolitionists had
signed it, and that made a majority of the delega¬
tion. By this means it frightened the whig party
and the democracy in the State of Ohio, because
they supposed their own representatives and
mends had gone into this negro movement, when
the tact turns out to be that it was uot signed by
a single whig or democratic member from Ohio,
Now, I ask the friendsand the opponents of this

measure to look at it as it is. Is not the question
involved the simple one, whether the people of
the I erritories shall be allowed to do as they
please upon the question of slavery, subject only
l? 'imitations of the Constitution? That is all
the bill provides; and it does so iu clear, explicit,

I and unequivocal terms. 1 know there are some
men, whig* and democrat*, who, not willing to
repudiate the Baltimore platform of their own
party, would be willing to vote lor this principle,
provided they could do so in such equivocal
terms that they could deny that it means what it
wa* intended to mean in certain localities. I do
not wish to deal, in any equivocal language. 11
the principle is right, let it be avowed and main¬
tained. J| it ,s wrong, let it be repudiated. Let
all this quibbling about the Missouri compromise,
about the territory acquired from France, about
the act of lw20, Ij« cast behind yon; for the simple
questlqn is will yoa allow the people to legislate
lor themselves upou the subject of slavery ' Whv
should you not? .

When you propose to give them a Territorial
(rovernment, do you not acknowledge that they

I ought to be erected into a itolitical organization;
and when you give them a legislature, do you not
acknowledge that they are capable of self-gov¬
ernment ? Having made that acknowledgment,
why should you not allow them to exercise tho
rights of legislation ? Oh, these abolitionists
say they are entirely willing to concede all this,
with one exception. They say they are willing
to trust the Territorial legislature, under the limi¬
tations of the Constitution, to legislate upon the
rights ol inheritance, to legislate in regard to reli¬
gion. education, and morals; to legislate in regard
to the relations of husband and wife, of parent
and child, ol guardian and ward, upon everythiug
pertaining to the dearest rights and interests of
wnue men, but they are not willing to trust them
Jo legislate in regard to a few miserable negroes.
I hat is their single exception. They acknowledge
that the people of the" territories are capable of de¬
ciding for themselves concerning white men, but not
in relation to negroes. The real gist of the matter
is this : Does it require any higher degee of civili¬
zation, and intelligence, and learning, and saga¬
city, to legislate lor negroes than for white men '*

II it does, we ought to adopt the abolition doc¬
trine, and go with them against this bill. If it
does not.if we arc willing to trust the people
with the great, sacred, fundamental right of pre¬
scribing their own institutions, consistent with the
Constitution of the country.we must vole for
this bill as reported by the Committee on Terri¬
tories. That is the only question involved in tho
bill. I hope I have been able to strip it of all the
misrepresentation, to wipe away all of that mist
and obscurity with which it has been surrounded
by this abolition address.

I have now said all I have to say upon the
present occasion, tor all, except the first ten
minutes of these remarks, the abolition confed¬
erates are responsible. My object, in the first
place, was only to explain the provisions of the
bill, so that they might be distinctly understood.
1 was willing to allow its assailants to attack it
as much as they pleased, reserving to myself the
right, wheu the tiiue should approach for taking
the vote, to answer in a concluding speech all tho
arguments which might be used ngniust it. I
still reserve.what I believe common courtesy
and parliamentary usage awards to the chairman
ol a committee and the author of a bill.the right
of summing up after all shall have been said which
has to be suid against this measure.

I hope the compact which was made on last
Tuesday, at the suggestion of these abolitionists,
when tho bill was proposed to be taken up, will
l»e observed. It was that the bill, when taken up
to-day, should continue to be considered from dny
to day until finally disposed of. I hope they will
not repudiate and violate that compact, ns they
have the Missouri compromise and all others
which have bceu entered into. I hope, therefore,
that we inay press the bill to a vote; but not by
depriving persons of au opportunity of apcaking.

I am in favor of giving every enemy of the bill
the most ample time. Let us hcatMiem all pn-
tiently. and then lake the vole and pass the bill.
We who are in favor of it know that the princi¬
ple on which it is based is right. Why, then,
should wu gratify the abolition party in their effort
to get up another political tornado of fanaticism,
and put the country again in peril, merely lor (he
purpose of electing a lew agitators to (lie Con¬
gress of the United Slates?
Wo intend to stand by the principle of the com¬

promise measures of i!s50.thai principle wliivh
lost the Presidency to the seuator from Michigan
[Mr. Cass| in 184a, but which triumphed ih lttfO
although he had been n martyr in the cnuse thai
principle to which the democracy are pledged, not
merely by the Baltimore platform, but by a higher
and a more solemn obligalion, to which they are

pledged by the love and affection which they have
lor that great fundamental principle of democracy
and lree institutions which lies at the basis of our
creed, and gives every political community the
right to govern itself in obedience to the Constitu¬
tion or the country.
Mr. CHASE followed in reply, denying that, in

preparing the address, lie or lus friends had the
senator in view. He repeated and rcaiUrmed all
that he had asserted in the address. He had not
concluded, when be yielded the floor to
Mr. 81 MNER, who asserted his full approval

ol the address signed by him, and avowed his re¬

sponsibility for the same.
The Menate then adjourned.

House of Representatives.
The SPKAKEH laid before (lie House several

communications from the Treasury lit*partmcnt,
including one in responso to a resolution adopted
<m the 11th of December, giving information rela¬
tive to the manufacture aud importation of salt;
which was referred to the Committee of Ways aud
Means, nnd ordered to l»e printed.

AMF.NDMKNT OK TUB COVITITVTIOIt.
The (louse proceeded to the consideration of

the resolution heretofore offered by Mr. Ewinu,


